Henry St. John Thackeray and Ralph Marcus by Louis Feldman. Reference to this edition will facilitate the following of my discussion, since Feldman provides not only an English translation but also gives in his notes the essentials of the reconstruction of Josephus's putative original text made by Robert Eisler, a reconstruction which greatly influenced the thinking of Thackeray and of many others.
The works of Josephus, together with those of the Alexandrian Philo, are the only works of Hellenistic Judaism which have survived in any substantial extent. A reminiscence of my childhood may indicate why this was so in the case of Josephus. My father was a lay preacher amongst the Baptists, and, like many other working men of such allegiance and calling, he sought to extend his education by reading and evening study. On his shelves was a copy of Whiston's translation of Josephus. I remember my mother telling me that "this is the book which proves that Jesus really lived". While there were no doubt additional reasons for the survival of Josephus's works (for example, the provision of a continuous background history for the first century of the Christian era which his work provided), the "testimony about Jesus" with which we are concerned will have provided an even stronger incentive to preserve his work. It is found in all manuscripts with little variation of text, and is attested by quotation from the time of Eusebius, who quotes it both in the Ecclesiastical History and in the Demonstration of the Gospel. But since the rise of critical scholarship, the question of its authenticity has been a centre of debate. There are three categories of opinion: namely, that it is authentic as it stands; that the text we have received is a Christian reworking of the original; and that it is spurious, the work of an interpolator who sought to transform Josephus into a witness to Jesus and his ministry. I hope briefly to review some significant contributions to this debated question, both old and new, and to leave you with an overview of the status quaestionis. Whether by the end I shall have left you with more than that, I leave it to your judgement to decide.
In the Loeb volume, to which attention has been directed, there are to be found a number of bibliographiesS on specific topics, amongst them the "Testimonium". In this there is indicated as a good introductory survey of the question a paper by the Ibid., pp. 573-575, Appendix K.
Cambridge scholar of the early part of this century Francis Crawford Burkitt; it is entitled "Josephus and Christ" and appeared in the journal Theologisch Tijdschrift (unfortunately rarely to be found in British librarie~).~ It was stimulated by criticisms of statements made by Burkitt in his well-known and still significant work The Gospel History and its Transmission, first published in 1906. There Burkitt had intimated, to the astonishment and scandal of some reviewers, his acceptance of the "Testimonium" as an authentic paragraph of the Jewish historian's work.' The article in the Dutch journal defends his opinion. It is basically the argument which may be found in the first of the dissertations which the translator William Whiston in 1737 appended to his rendering of Josephus. Those who reject the "Testimonium" as the work of Josephus on the grounds that a firstcentury Jew, not a Christian, could not have acknowledged exalted teaching and wonderful works as done by Jesus, nor have given without further qualification the title of "the Christ" to him, are thinking in anachronistic categories appropriate only to later centuries when, on the one hand, antagonism between the two groups of Jews and Christians had become intensified and embittered, and, on the other, the state had begun to take cognizance of the growing sect and to treat it with suspicion. In the first century, the Christian movement had not assumed proportions which rendered it in the eyes of its contemporaries a danger to the state or to morality. Josephus, then, could write an account, such as this, neither hot nor cold, simply adverting to the traditions of Christians as he had heard them. He was no sceptic about miracles and prodigies, and a believer in the fulfilment of prophecy. Burkitt rejects Whiston's notion that Josephus was an Ebionite Christian accepting the Messianic status of Jesus, but he does consider that Josephus (no doubt as part of the propaganda aims of his work, although Burkitt does not say so) is saying to his contemporaries, especially his fellow Jews, that Jesus was the one in whom Messianic expectations had been fullilled. His destruction should be taken as an indication that any further continuation of Messianic expectations would be erroneous and mi~placed.~ The article of Burkitt convinced Harnack and con- This defence of the authenticity of the "Testimonium" is fairly well known and depends, as my summary shows, largely on arguments of plausibility and historical likelihood. Another defence appeared some twenty years later from a scholar of the same generation whose life and scholarly work had links at different times with those of Burkitt. This was the Quaker scholar James Rendel Harris: by the date of the essay to which I refer, he had, however, long left Cambridge and was at Woodbrooke Settlement in Birmingham. His article has escaped all but the most exhaustive of bibliographers, and yet it is, like all his work, stimulating, provocative and ingenious. It is entitled "Josephus and his Testimony", and appeared as the second of a series of brochures or papers, called Evergreen Essays. g The occasion of Rendel Harris' entry into these lists was the interest and controversy surrounding the theories of the erudite Robert Eisler. In the book entitled in its German original IHCOYC BACIAEYC OY BACIAEYCAC, l0 but in its English version The Messiah Jesus and John the Baptist, Eisler had presented a picture of Jesus as a political figure of the time; at first a pacifist in his teaching, he later became associated with the movements of revolt and met his end in this connection. It should be noted that, in building his theory and reconstruction, Eisler emended every text on which he claimed to rely, as his critics were not slow to point out. The basis of his work was an Old Russian version of Josephus's early work, The Jewish War; this had been brought to light at the beginning of the century by Alexander Berendts, a professor at the University of Dorpat in Estonia, at that time part of the Russian Empire. He published excerpts, in translation, of passages relevant to the beginnings of Christian- For the passages which Eisler laid under contribution and of which we are to consider Rendel Harris's discussion, the translation by Pierre Pascal, given with Istrin's text, is our best guide; but in his day Harris had to rely on the translation of Berendts. This is most readily accessible to us in the appendix to volume 3 of the Loeb Josephus, which was the work of Thackeray; l 5 he has translated from Berendts' German, with the help of Robert Eisler. We thus have some contact with the Russian original, but the later editions and translation are indispensable to the serious student of this source.
Harris, as I have intimated, took the stimulus for his discussion from the work of Eisler, who relied upon his own interpretation of the data of the Old Russian; it is for this reason that we have had to introduce reference to that version here. It is, remember, a version not of the Antiquities but of the Jewish War, but has striking additions by comparison with the Greek text of that work. (It also has omissions, which have not been so thoroughly studied). Amongst these additions are passages describing "the wild man" (i.e. John the Baptist)16 and "the wonderworker" (i.e. Jesus). l 7 These passages stand in some relationship or other to the passages in the Antiquitie~'~ about John and about Jesus (i.e. the "Testimonium"); in the work of Eisler they enable us to know the original form of the statements of Josephus, and this is the view entertained by Harris in his use of them. The immediately relevant sentences are as follows: "At that time there appeared a man, if it is permissible to call him a man. His nature and his exterior form were those of a man, but his appearance more than human and his works were divine. He performed miracles wonderful and mighty. Thus I cannot call him a man; but on the other hand, if I look at the nature which he shared with all, I will not call him an angel".
In discussing this passage, and the similar words in the Greeek tradition of the "Testimonium" ("there lived Jesus, a wise man, if indeed one ought to call him a man"), Harris entertained another presupposition. This was his own work, possibly the most influential hypothesis propounded by him, on the collection of proof-texts from the Old Testament, or "Testimonia", as they are generally called, which he believed was drawn up very early in the history of the Christian movement, so early in fact that evangelists and apostles drew upon it in controversy and in building up their new theology. The clearest traces of this "Testimony Book" as he called it, were however to be found in later patristic collections of such texts, often in works directed against the Jews, by Cyprian, Gregory of Nyssa, and others. This is not the occasion to discuss it further. l g It had great vogue for a while as an explanation of features of the New Testament; it then fell into disfavour but seems to be coming back into fashion, at least in a modified form, as a result of some data from Qumran and investigations of the arguments and thought-forms of early Christian writers such as Melito, Justin and Hippolytus. In Harris's form of the theory, these proof-texts are envisaged as being grouped together under headings which are words which the texts have in common, such as "Man" (both dnjp and ixvepono~) and "Angel". These are understood to be terms which have a constant reference when they are found in scripture, the reference in these cases being the applicability of the texts where they are found, to Jesus in whom they are fulfilled.
Harris sees the purpose of Josephus as a contradiction of the claims made for Jesus in this collection of testimonies. On this hypothesis the phrase in the Greek text of the Antiquities "if indeed one ought to call him a man", is not a grudging acknowledgement of Jesus's superhuman quality, but a rather ironical expression of doubt whether the application to him of the Old Testament term "Man" by the Christians is justified. The argument is furthered by the Old Russian version in the Jewish War. If this is related in any way to the authentic words of Josephus, he is to be understood as denying not only the applicability of the term "Man" to Jesus, but also that of the term "Angel". Harris further considered that he could consolidate the case for the authenticity of the "Testimonium" by his understanding of a passage in the first apology of Justin MartyrZ0 in which he considered that one could discern a direct counter to the "Testimonium" and the implications which he saw in it. Apology, 1.30 reads "so that no one should say in opposition to us. What should prevent our so-called Christ (rov nab ipiv hsyop~vov ~plmov), who was a man of human origins, from having by magic art performed the miracles alleged by us and seeming for this reason to be the son of God? We will now make our demonstration, basing it not on those who merely talk, but on those who prophesy before the event, for we are necessarily convinced by seeing plainly that things have happened and things are happening as they were prophesied". In the phrase "our so-called Christ" ("the one called Christ amongst us"), Justin picks up Josephus's "the so-called Christ" and in the course of his programme, here announced, follows the heads of the "Testimonium", Jesus's napa805a Cpya, men's belief in him, and the foretelling of his deeds and destiny by the prophets. BAAa pupia xspi arjrou eaupao~a, as an ironical reference to the lists of prophecies assembled in the "Testimony Book"). Justin, in fact, is addressing a Roman audience whose minds have been indoctrinated by Josephan scorn.
In summarizing Harris's arguments we have necessarily moved to the consideration of the second option of opinion which has been taken up by recent scholars, namely that the text as we have received it is a Christian reworking of the original. Such a viewand not that exemplified in Burkitt -has been the critical orthodoxy of my generation. In the form in which we received it, it derived from the work of Thackeray, who had been greatly influenced by the erudite tour-de-force of Eisler. Thackeray, gave his views expression in the Hilda Strook lectures, delivered in the Jewish Institute of Religion in New York in 1928, entitled Josephus the Man and the Hi~torian.~' Eisler's reconstruction is given by Feldman in a footnote to the text of the "Testimonium" in the Loeb edition, at the end of which the editor himself intimates his adherence to such a theory. This is to the effect that Josephus indeed wrote about Jesus at this point in his Antiquities, but what he wrote was derogatory to the reputation of Jesus. Christian emendation has achieved a very subtle adaptation of the original words of Josephus, which gives us the received text. In restoring the original from the received text two main methods were used. Firstly, the text was examined to see if its vocabulary coincided with the general usage of Josephus; if not, the critic, using his knowledge of Josephan usage, sought to perceive the subtle changes whereby the changes from an inimical to a mild but witnessing text could have been effected. Secondly, deletions believed to have been made from the text of the "Testimonium" were supplied from other sources. Amongst thase which Eisler believed to contain authentic material ultimately derived from Josephus were the Acts of Pilate and the Old Russian version of the Jewish War. Thackeray never committed himself entirely to Eisler's view and left himself a way of retreat in the opinion that there was room for further research. It is significant that the suggestions for the restitution of Josephus's putative original made by Thackeray in Josephus the Man and the H i s t~r i a n ,~~ conduct was good and he was known to be virtuous. And many people from among the Jews and other nations became his disciples. Pilate condemned him to be crucified and to die. But those who had become his disciples did not abandon his discipleship. They reported that he had appeared to them three days after his crucifixion and that he was alive. Accordingly, he was perhaps the Messiah concerning whom the prophets have recounted wonders".
Pines gives a lengthy discussion, not always perhaps of the clearest, and introduces the main sources ranging from other Syriac and Arabic authors to ~erome. It is not my purpose today to go into the detail of his argument; it is perhaps significant that he concludes on a Laodicean note. "We are left with two possibilities: either the version of Agapius is the product of Christian censorship applied to the original text in a less thorough-going form than in the case of the Vulgate recension, or it did not undergo censorship at all. . . . The first hypothesis seems to me to be the more probable one but for no very conclusive reason. At the moment it is anybody's guess."
It seems to me that an enquiry where everyone claims to be pursuing the same method, but where everyone achieves different results, must be based on unsound premises. I turn, then, to the third option, namely that the passage is spurious. The main objective reasons why scholars have suggested this third possibility are as follows. Origen in three places28 refers to the passage in Antiquities, 20.200 where the martyrdom of James of Jerusalem is recounted and where he is called &6~hqbq roG hqopkvou XptozoG. In two of his three references29 to this passage Origen says that Josephus did not accept Jesus as the Messiah. This has been interpreted in two ways; either Origen knew such a non-Christian or anti-Christian text of the "Testimonium" as Thackeray and the rest have attempted to restore, or he knew no "Testimonium" at all and judged Josephus's attitude on the basis of the phrase roG h~yopkvou Xp~oroG alone. Again, an ancient table of contents of the Antiquities, known in several manuscripts and in the Latin version, omits any reference to the "Testimonium". Admittedly it omits mention of other passages as well, e.g. of the story of the seduction of Paulina which follows the "Testimonium" in the received text; nevertheless, its omission of the "Testimonium" is surely significant in the light of the undisputed fact that the transmission of Josephus was almost entirely at Christian hands, and all the manuscripts are late, giving plenty of time for an entry to be inserted.
I come to the development of my own thinking. I received for review the first volume of the concordance to the works of Josephus edited by K.H. Rengstorf30 and wondered how I might review it. It seemed interesting to look at the text of the "Testimonium" as received and as reconstructed at Thackeray's hands, in the light of the Josephan usage to which the concordance now gave the key. The first volume ran to delta, which enabled me to make a beginning, and this investigation I continued as the successive volumes appeared.
A number of words could be dealt with from the start: 6t6amahoq and fi6ovfj 6 i~o p a t , which occur both in the received text and in the EislerIThackeray version; and the adjectives dhq0fiq of the received text, and the dq0fiq which replaces it in the restitution. The succeeding volumes gave coverage for na6opat and norqrfiq, while oocpbq, oocpto.rfiq and cpchov awaited the final volume.
At6ao~ahoq is used seventeen times and in about half the cases has the pejorative sense of a teacher of something bad; but in all but one case, when a genitive is found following the word, it defines the content of the teaching and not the recipients, as the phrase "teacher of those who accept the truth gladly" demands. The remaining case has two genitives following 616aocahoq, one of the content and the other of the recipients (Jewish War, 7.444; Gt6ao~ahoq r6v oucapiov rqq ym6ohoyiaq). Eisler had this fact in mind when he linked 6t6ao~ahoq with napa6ocov Epyov. But this is an improbable phrase, even though Eisler adduced a parallel (Antiquities, 20.41): "he instructed the king in unseemly deeds". If the phrase napa6ocov Epyov 6t6ao~aho$ had stood, it must have meant that Jesus taught his followers to perform amazing deeds.
Eisler was right however in omitting notqrfiq; elsewhere in Josephus the word always means "poet", never "one who does (something)." A crucial case in his reconstruction, however, can be examined; taking his starting point in the fact (which the concordance confirms) that the phrase 46ovfj 6 i~o p a r is generally used of accepting gladly something evil -the one exception is the acceptance of death gladly by the Jewish petitioners before Pilate demanding the removal of the Roman standards from the Holy City31 -Eisler argued that the phrase "those who accept the truth gladly" (r6v fi6ovij rdhq8ij G~~o p i v o v )
could not be authentically Josephan. He considered that, by a change easily made whether by intention or accident, an original dq0q had been transformed, into dhq0q ((AAHOH > AHOH). This emendation demands that we understand the substituted dq0fi as meaning "abnormal" or "bizarre". The adjective dqefiq, however, does not quite mean that in Josephus. In two instances it describes unlawful food eaten during famine, but in all other cases it describes not things but people, who are "unaccustomed" to certain sights or sounds and thus are astonished or distressed by them. It never carries the sense required by the suggested emendation.
But when we look at the adjective d h q 0 f l~ in the received text in the light of usage, we find that it scarcely fares any better. The plural with the definite article is found five times; only once does it carry the abstract sense of "the truth"; usually it refers to the concrete or objective truth of a statement or of a report about a man's character.
nabopal is not found in the received text in accordance with Josephan usage; from the subject oi TO xp6rov dyaxiloavr~< must be supplied the action from which they desisted. While such a construction is known, it is not found in the works of Josephus. It is in any case apparently relatively rare. 32 Eisler, then, was correct in many instances: the usage of the "Testimonium" is not as a rule to be paralleled in Josephus, but is close to Josephan usage. In his celebrated emendation &q0fj, however, his reconstruction, too, is found wanting by the same criteria. In another instance, which the last volume of the concordance reveals, the received text has the better of it. Eisler took exception to the phrase oocpbq dvfip: it is, however, a Josephan phrase, though rare. One instance is taken from the Egyptian historian Manetho, but the two original occurrences describe Solomon and Daniel, respectively. The similar phrase oocpo~ ~a i ouver65 is used of Zorobabel. It could, then, have been used of Jesus, perhaps with very specific connotations. Eocp~orflq was Eisler's substitute and is, indeed, a Josephan word. But it is always used of instigators of direct action in furtherance of their cause. If it had been used here, I think that reference to violent deeds ensuing upon Jesus's teaching would have been found. Some doubt has been cast upon the term cpchov r6v ~p~o -r~avkv, "tribe of Christians", by the American-Jewish scholar Solomon Zeitlin. He may well have been right to do so. mbhov is used once of a swarm of locusts, once of the female sex of which Queen Alexandra was a member. Otherwise its reference is to specific Gentile nations or to the Jewish nation. It carries, then, the sense of Christians as a specific tribe or nation, which reminds one of the notion in some apologetic writings that Christians are a third race (ykvo~ however, is the word used in the cases in mind).33. Zeitlin, in fact, alleged that the phrase cpchov ~6 v ~p~o z t a v 6 v is first found in E~s e b i u s .~~ But I have found no way yet to ascertain if this is so.
I have given instances where the concordance permits us to assess by the full evidence the arguments of Eisler which Thackeray accepted. It is true that the language of the received text of the "Testimonium" is usually not strictly in accordance with Josephan usage elsewhere in his works. But a number of the proposed restitutions of Eisler leading to a text derogatory to Jesus, prove by the same criteria to be equally non-Josephan, even if near-Josephan (as the received text is too). We need no doubt to extend such an examination to Bienert, Martin and the retroverted Greek of Agapius. Nevertheless, I believe that as a net result of this investigation we have a prima facie case that the passage cannot be restored to Josephus in any guise but is the work of a forger, who knew the favourite phrases of Josephus, from wide acquaintance with his work but showed himselfat work, and not Josephus, by using these phrases in senses which are not those customary in the rest of Josephus's works. An extended search.in early Christian writings might enable us to locate and date the work better; as the first quotations appear in Eusebius a date before his j7oruit must be presumed (unless, as Zeitlin thought, Eusebius is the villain of the piece, an opinion at least unproven). The notion of a distinct tribe or nation of Christians suggests an origin in the period of the Apologists.
The scholar and story-teller J.R.R. Tolkien gives to his hero Frodo Baggins a proverb "Go not to the elves for counsel, for they will say both No and Yes"35 Coming from Birmingham, and not too far from where Tolkien first dreamed his dreams, I come with an elvish answer to the continuing enigma of the testimony of Josephus to Jesus. The question must be declared open, although it is not, as Pines put it, "anybody's guess". The argument of Burkitt seems to me worthy of reconsideration; that it convinced Harnack is some testimony to its force. Since the question of testimonia-lists may again be open, Harris's views might be looked at afresh, although I cannot perceive the close verbal links which he claimed to see in the passages of Justin which he brought into the debate. Of one thing I do feel sure: that the knowledge of Josephan usage which the new concordance places at our disposal puts Eisler's reconstruction out of consideration, and, furthermore, as I have said, provides a prima facie case against the received text of the "Testimonium" too.
As to the Russian Josephus, "that, my dears, is another story". I have studied it for many years. It is fascinating; but, with others, I incline to think that it has more to tell us about early Russia, and perhaps Byzantium, than it has about Jesus and early Christianity. In this regard, I direct your attention to the valuable essay of Elias Bickennann in the Milanges Franz Cumont, of 1936, "Sur la version vieux-russe de Flavius-Joskphe". 36 But from time to time some new datum comes before the eyes of scholars which makes them wonder again about a possible earlier origin for this or that feature unique to Russian text. Harris's discussion of the references to "Man" and "Angel" have made me think again about that curious work.
The reference may well be to the heads of Testimonia collections, for this category of theological literature went on reproducing itself throughout the Middle Ages in both East and West, especially in antiJudaic, and later, anti-Muslim writings. While I cannot trace Slavonic or Russian versions of such literature, there are many examples from Byzantium, and if, as a number of scholars have concluded, the additional material in the Old Russian Josephus originated in Greek circles, the presence of such a note in the expansion of the "Testimonium" would readily find an explanation quite unconnected with Josephus or the origins of a Testimony Book in the first century. 
